
__ J_uary 17, 1997 a6_ac_sz_ roRo ......
_C NO. 5090.3.A

D_a_ment _ _ _lsoT
Toxic S_stances _vem_
_ntrol "

Mr. Joseph Joyce _mes _ Strod
2_ West Broadway, B_C Enviroi_entM Coord_or &c_mq _
_ite 425 U.S. M_ne Co_s _r Station - _ Toro _ron_nta_

Long Bea_, CA P.O. Box95001 Pro_c_oz

__ Santa _ C_i_m_ 92709-5001

COMMENTS ON DRAFT PHASE I! REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

FOR OPERABLE UNIT _A, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (MCAS)
E1TORO

Dear M_ Joyce:

The CNifomia EnvironmentN Protection Agency (CN/EPA) has completed the
review of the above suNect document d_ed November 20, 1996, prepared by Becht_
NationN, Inc. The rep0n presents the resul_ of Remedial Investigation (RI) conducted at
OU-3A sites. OU-3A encompasses SRes4, 6, 8 through 13, 15, 16, and 19 through 22.

Q. commentsTtdSandlettertheiSRegion_tO_ansmitthewater enclosedQu_ityControlDepartmentBoardOfToxiCcommentsSUbstanceSdated Con_ol
January 7, 1997on the r_po_. OverMLthe repo_ is excellent and well written. A few
clarifications and modifications are needed as outlined in the enclosed comments. Please

incorporate the comments, _vhereappropOa_e,and send us a response to comments Nong
w:_ha revised document. Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions,
pMasecall me at (310) 590-4891.

Sincerely,

Tayseer Mahrnoud
Remedial Project Manager
Base Closure Unit

Office of MH_aryFa_lities
Southern California Operations

Enclosures

cc: See next page.
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Department of
Toxic Substances
Control'

Mr. Joseph Joyce
245 West Broadway, BRAG Environmental Coordinator
Suite 425' U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - EI Toro

Long Beach, CA P. O. Box 95001
90802-4444 Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

Pete WilSOl
Govemm

James M. Strod
Secretary fm

Environmental
Protectior.

COMMENTS ON DRAFT PHASE II REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT
FOR OPERABLE UNIT (OU)-3A, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (lVICAS)
EITORO

Dear Mr. Joyce:

o

o

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CaIlEPA) has completed the
review of the above subject document dated November 20, 1996, prepared by Bechtel
National, Inc. The report presents the results of Remedial Investigation (RI) conducted at
OU-3A sites. OU-3A encompasses Sites 4, 6, 8 through 13, IS, 16, and 19 through 22.

, This letter is to transmit the enclosed Department of Toxic Substances,Control
comments and the Regional Water Quality Control Board comments dated
January 7, 1997 on the report. Overall, the report is excellent and well written. A few
clarifications and modifications are needed as outlinedin the enclosed comments. Please
incorporate the comments, where approp~iate, and send us a response to comments along
with a revised document. Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions,
please call me at (310) 590-4891.

Sincerely,

C::--" s::::--) . .~
,\l~~ /~.J-

Tayseer Mahmoud
Remedial Project Manager
Base Closure Unit
Office of Military Facilities
Southern California Operations

Enclosures

cc: See next page.
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Santa Ana, California 92709-5001 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT PHASE II REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
FOR OPERABLE UNIT (OU)-3A, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (lVICAS) 
EITORO 

Dear Mr. Joyce: 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CallEP A) has completed the 
review of the above subject document dated November 20, 1996, prepared by Bechtel 
National, Inc. The report presents the results of Remedial Investigation (RI) conducted at 
OU-3A sites. OU-3A encompasses Sites 4,6,8 through 13, 15, 16, and 19 through 22. 

, This letter is to transmit the enclosed Department of Toxic Substances,Control 
comments and the Regional Water Quality Control Board comments dated 
January 7, 1997 on the report. Overall, the report is excellent and well written. A few 
clarifications and modifications are needed as outlined in the enclosed comments. Please 
incorporate the comments, where approp~iate, and send us a response to comments along 
with a revised document. Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions, 
please call me at (310) 590-4891. 

Enclosures 

cc: See next page. 

Sincerely, 

C::--', \~~ /~.J-~ 

Tayseer Mahmoud 
Remedial Project Manager 
Base Closure Unit 
Office of Military Facilities 
Southern California Operations 
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cc: Mr. Glenn Ki_ne_ SFD-8-2
Reme_ Pr_e_ Manag_
U. S. EnvimnmemN Protection Agency
ReNon IX
FederN FacilN_ C_anup Office
75 Hawthorne SWeet
San FrancNco, CNi_rNa 94105-3901

Mr. La_vrenceVitale

RemediN Project Manager
California RegionN Water QuNity Con_o! Board
Santa Ana Region
3737 Main S_e_, Suite 500
Riversid_ California 92501-3339

Mr. GrNg CafliMe
Bechtel NationN, Inc.
401 West A s_e_, SNm 1000
San Diego, CNifornia 92101-7905

_ Mr. Andy P_zMn

k,,,_,J Reme_ Proje_ Manag_
NavN FacH_ Eng_eering Command
Sou_we_ Division
Code 1831.AP

!220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CNi_rNa 92!32-5187

o

o

o

Mr. Joseph Joyce
January 17,1997
Page 2

cc: Mr. Glenn Kistner, SFD-8-2
Remedial Project Manager
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
Federal Facilities Cleanup Office
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105-3901

Mr. Lawrence Vitale
Remedial Project Manager
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Santa Ana Region
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, California 92501-3339

Mr. Graig Carlisle
Bechtel National, Inc.
401 West A street, Suite 1000
San Diego, California 92101-7905

Mr. Andy Piszkin
Remedial Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division
Code 1831.AP
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5187

o 

o 

o 

Mr. Joseph Joyce 
January 17,1997 
Page 2 

cc: Mr. Glenn Kistner, SFD-8-2 
Remedial Project Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX 
Federal Facilities Cleanup Office 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California 94105-3901 

Mr. Lawrence Vitale 
Remedial Project Manager 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Santa Ana Region 
3737 Main Street, Suite 500 
Riverside, California 92501-3339 

Mr. Graig Carlisle 
Bechtel National, Inc. 
401 West A street, Suite 1000 
San Diego, California 92101-7905 

Mr. Andy Piszkin 
Remedial Project Manager 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest Division 
Code 1831.AP 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5187 



DEP_RTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
Commen_ On

Dra_ Phase H Remedial Investigation Repo_ For OU-3A
_Ia_ne Corps Air S_fion-El Toro

Dated November 29 1996

1. Execut_e Summa_, Table ES_, Huma_H_lffi Risk Ass_smenL Future Uses and
Commie Pathways

In Tab_.ES-2 the _sk management decisions seem to co_espond in nearly every case to
pro_cfion of the future indu_ri_ worker at an excess cancer risk _1E-04 and a Hazard
Index (HI) ; 1.0. Some sites are likely to see future constructio_ in which case
nonresidenti_ receptors could be exposed to contaminants deeper than 2 R bdow ground
surface (bgs). Our concern arises _om the differing suites of contaminants ,andexposure
point concentrations used to c_culate risk for the worker (0-2 R bg_ and the resident
(0-10 R bgs). Although _ is true that the estimates of risk and hazard for the future
resident are higher than those for a typic_ cons_uction worker scenario, we fear that a
decision t5r no fu_her action at a given ske might not be prote_ive of a future
cons_ucfion workeL The Navy should address this concern, e_her generic_ly or on a
ske-by-ske basis.

.(/'-"3 2. Section 1.1, Purpose of Report, Figure 1-2

The title of the figure should be changed to OU-3A Site Location Map.

3. Section 1.1, Purpose ofReporg 2nd paragraph, page 1-1

Please ve_fy the number of IRP sites at MCAS E1Toro. OU-1 has one site;
OU-2A has two skes; OU-2B has two sites; OU-2C has two sites; and OU-3 has
seventeen sites. Thus, fl_etotal number of Ntes is 24.

4. Section 1.1, Purpose of Report, Table 1-1

T2_ table lists Un_s 1 and 2 o_SRe 1, _xplosive Ordinance Disposal Rang_ as being
addressed in this report fl_oughthis site belongs to OU-3B. Also, no units are fisted for
Site 4, Ferrocene Spill Area. Please ccxect flaetable or change the title to clarify that flae
table lists sites investigated during the Phase II RI.

o

o

1.

2.

DEP1\RTlVIENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
Comments On

Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report For OU-3A
Marine Corps Air Station-EI Toro

Dated November 20,1996

Executive Summary, T:lble ES-2, Human-Health Risk Assessment, Future Uses and
Complete Pathways

In Table·ES-2 the risk management decisions seem to correspond in nearly every case to
protection of the future industrial worker at an excess cancer risk :0;; 1E-04 and a Hazard
Index (HI) :0;; 1.0. Some sites are likely to see future construction, in which case
nomesidential receptors could be exposed to contaminants deeper than 2 ft below ground
surface (bgs). Our concern arises from the differing suites of contaminants and exposure
point concentrations used to calculate risk for the worker (0-2 ft bgs) and the resident
(0-10 ft bgs). Although it is true that the estimates of risk and hazard for the future
resident are higher than those for a typical construction worker scenario, we fear that a
decision for no further action at a given site might not be protective of a future
construction worker. The Navy should address this concern, either generically or on a
site-by-site basis.

Section 1.1, Purpose of Report, Figure 1-2

The title of the figure should be changed to OU-3A Site Location Map.

o

3. Section 1.1, Purpose of Report, 2nd paragraph, page 1-1

Please verify the number ofIRP sites at MCAS El Toro. OU-l has one site;
OU-2A has two sites; OU-2B has two sites; OU-2C has two sites; and OU-3 has
seventeen sites. Thus, the total number of sites is 24.

4. Section 1.1, Purpose of Report, Table 1-1

T ~ table lists Units 1 and 2 of Site 1, L~plosive Ordinance Disposal Range, as being
addressed in this report though this site belongs to OU-3B. Also, no units are listed for
Site 4, Ferrocene Spill Area. Please CO_Teet the table or change the title to clarify that the
table lists sites investigated during th~ Phase II RI.

o 

o 

o 

1. 

2. 

DEP1\RTlVIENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 
Comments On 

Draft Phase II Remedial Investigation Report For OU-3A 
Marine Corps Air Station-EI Toro 

Dated November 20,1996 

Executive Summary, T;lble ES-2, Human-Health Risk Assessment, Future Uses and 
Complete Pathways 

In Table·ES-2 the risk management decisions seem to correspond in nearly every case to 
protection of the future industrial worker at an excess cancer risk :0;; 1E-04 and a Hazard 
Index (HI) :0;; 1.0. Some sites are likely to see future construction, in which case 
nomesidential receptors could be exposed to contaminants deeper than 2 ft below ground 
surface (bgs). Our concern arises from the differing suites of contaminants and exposure 
point concentrations used to calculate risk for the worker (0-2 ft bgs) and the resident 
(0-10 ft bgs). Although it is true that the estimates of risk and hazard for the future 
resident are higher than those for a typical construction worker scenario, we fear that a 
decision for no further action at a given site might not be protective of a future 
construction worker. The Navy should address this concern, either generically or on a 
site-by-site basis. 

Section 1.1, Purpose of Report, Figure 1-2 

The title of the figure should be changed to OU-3A Site Location Map. 

3. Section 1.1, Purpose ofRcport, 2nd paragraph, page 1-1 

Please verify the number ofIRP sites at MCAS EI Taro. OU-1 has one site; 
OU-2A has two sites; OU-2B has two sites; OU-2C has two sites; and OU-3 has 
seventeen sites. Thus, the total number of sites is 24. 

4. Section 1.1, Purpose of Rcport, Table 1-1 

T ~ table lists Units 1 and 2 of Site 1, L~plosive Ordinance Disposal Range, as being 
addressed in this report though this site belongs to OU-3B. Also, no units are listed for 
Si~e 4, Ferrocene Spill i~rea. Please ccu"ect the table or change the title to clarify that the 
table lists sites investigated during th~ Phase II RI. 
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5. Scope of the OU-3A Inv_tigat_n, Table 1-2

Please delete OU-3B Site 14, Battery Acid Disposal Area, from the table.

6. ARachment B, SRe 6, Drop Tank Drainage Area No. 1

Section 7.1.4, Human-HeaRh Risk A_essmen_ page B7-2: The HI for an on-ske
indu_fiM worker at Unks 1, 2, and 3 li_ed as 1.1 is a typographicMerror. The correct
value is 0.11.

Table 7-1, page B7-6: The risk assessment values entered this table does not agree _vith
the cNcNNed vNues in Section 6.

7. Afl_hme_ C, Site 8, Dc_nse R_afion and Ma_ng O_ce S_rage A_a

Figures depicting Site 8 should show the boundaries of the area 0nduding depth) where
the soil was inadve_ently removed during the con_ruction of the asphNt pad buik in
1994. The constm_ion of the asphalt pad occu_ed b_ween the Phase I and Phase II
remedi_ investigation. By shovvingthe boundaries, the reviewer would be aware of soil

_ boring data th_ may be inv_id due to soil remove.

Table ES-2 and Table 6-5 indicate the reNdenfiN scenario HI at Uni_ 2 and 3 is higher
' than Un_s 1 and 4, yet the analytic_ d_a show higher contaminant concentr_ions at

Units 1 and 4. If this is not an e_or please include, on appropfi_e figures and tables,
evidence to suppo_ these conduNons. If this is an erro_ please cross-check the
an_yficN d_a _ each unit (fo_al! sitc_ with the an_ytic_ data used i_the risk
assessment to ensure these data properly correspon&

PleaseprovideanyaddRionNd_a showingthat the remedMinvestigationidemifiedthe
PCB"hot sp0f' atUnR4. Soilsamplelocation08B404indicatesOracular1260fl_ree
timeshigherthm_thePRG, yett: : su_oundingsoilwas notfu_her sampled.

& A_achment L Si*e15_Suspe> !_d _>e! Tank Area, Section 12.1. page I1-2

The te_ sta_s _a Unit 1 was excluded _om _e IRP b_ed on p_rokum exduNon
under CERCLA. Please _mch a copy office decision docume_ to demons_e that the
BCT has agreed to _e exdu_om

Section 7.t.1, Physical Characteristics, page 17-1: The statement that Site 15 is located

_ northwest_nd_cno_heast quadrant of MCAS E1Toro is not accurate. The correct location is

o
Comments on Draft RI Report for QU-3A
Marine Corps Air Station EI Taro
Page 2

5. Scope of the OU-3A Invcstigation, Table 1-2

Please delete OU-3B Site 14, Battery Acid Disposal Area, from the table.

6. Attachment TI, Sitc 6, Drop Tank Drainage Area No.1

Section 7.1.4, Human-Health Risk Assessment, page B7-2: The HI for an on-site
industrial worker at Units 1, 2, and 3 listed as 1.1 is a typographical error. The correct
value is 0.11.

Table 7-1, page B7-6: The risk assessment values entered this table does not agree with
the calculated values in Section 6.

o

7. Attachment C, Sitc 8, Dcfense Reutilization and Marketing Office Storage Area

Figures depicting Site 8 should show the boundaries of the area (including depth) where
the soil was inadvertently removed during the construction of the asphalt pad built in
1994. The construction of the asphalt pad occurred between the Phase I and Phase II
remedial investigation. By showing the boundaries, the reviewer would be aware of soil
boring data that may be invalid due to soil removal.

Table ES-2 and Table 6-5 indicate the residential scenario HI at Units 2 and 3 is higher
than Units I and 4, yet the analytical data show higher contaminant concentrations at
Units 1 and 4. If this is not an error please include, on appropriate figures and tables,
evidence to support thes~ conclusions. If this is an error, please cross-check the
analytical data at each unit (for all sites) with the analytical data used in'the risk
assessment to ensure these data properly correspond.

Please provide any adjitional data showing that the remedial investigation identified the
PCB "hot spot" at Unit 4. Soil smnple location 08B404 indicates Oracular 1260 three
times higher than the PRO, yet t' slmounding soil was not further sampled.

o

3. Attach:ncnt I, Site 15.) Susper~2d cl Tank Area, Section 1.2.1. p~2ge Il-2

The text states that Unit 1 was excluded from the IRP based on petroleum exclusion
under CERCLA. Please attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate that the
BeT has agreed to the exclusion.

Section 7.1.1, Physical Charadcristic~;,page 17-1: The statement that Site 15 is located
in the northeast quadrant ofMCAS EI Taro is not accurate. The correct location is
northwest.

o 

o 

o 

Comments on Draft RI Report for OU-3A 
Marine Corps Air Station EI Taro 
Page 2 

5. Scope of the OU-3A Investigation, Table 1-2 

Please delete OU-3B Site 14, Battery Acid Disposal Area, from the table. 

6. Attachment TI, Site 6, Drop Tank Drainage Area No.1 

7. 

Scction 7.1.4, Human-Health Risk Assessmcnt, page B7-2: The HI for an on-site 
industrial worker at Units 1, 2, and 3 listed as 1.1 is a typographical error. The correct 
value is 0.11. 

Table 7-1, page B7-6: The risk assessment values entered this table does not agree with 
the calculated values in Section 6. 

Attachment C, Site 8, Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office Storage Arca 

Figures depicting Site 8 should show the boundaries of the area (including depth) where 
the soil was inadvertently removed during the construction of the asphalt pad built in 
1994. The construction of the asphalt pad occurred between the Phase I and Phase II 
remedial investigation. By showing the boundaries, the reviewer would be aware of soil 
boring data that may be invalid due to soil removal. 

Table ES-2 and Table 6-5 indicate the residential scenario HI at Units 2 and 3 is higher 
than Units 1 and 4, yet the analytical data show higher contaminant concentrations at 
Units 1 and 4. If this is not an error please include, on appropriate figures and tables, 
evidence to support thes~ conclusions. If this is an error, please cross-check the 
analytical data at each unit (for all sites) with the analytical data used in'the risk 
assessment to ensure these data properly correspond. 

Please provide any adjitional data showing that the remedial investigation identified the 
PCB "hot spot" at Unit 4. Soil s<1mple location 08B404 indicates Oracular 1260 three 
times higher than the PRO, yet t, slmounding soil was not further sampled. 

3. Attach:nent I, Site 15., Suspei~2d rl Tank Area, Section 1.2.1. p~lgC Il-2 

The text states that Unit 1 was excluded from the IRP based on petroleum exclusion 
under CERCLA. Please attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate that the 
BeT has agreed to the exclusion. 

Section 7.1.1, Physical Char!1dcristic~;, page 17-1: The statement that Site 15 is located 
in the northeast quadrant ofMCAS El Toro is not accurate. The correct location is 
northwest. 
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Marine Co_s A_ S_n _ To_
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9. A_achment k, S_c 19, Aircraft Expeditionar3, Refuting Site, Section 1.2.!, page
K1-2

The text states that Units 1 and 4 were excluded from the IRP based on petroleum
exclusion under CERCLA. Please a_ach a copy of fl_edecision document to demons_ate
that the BCT has agreed to the exclu_on. Also, please explain why Unit 4 is included in
Table ES-2.

10. Attachment L, Site 20, Hobby Shop, Section 1.2.1, page L1-4

Please mtach a copy of the decision document to demon_ra_ _ the BCT has agreed _
the excluNon ofUni_ 2 and 3.

11. At_chment L, Site 20, Hobby Shop, Section 6, Human-HeMth Risk A_smcnt

We find a discrepancy in e_imafions of excess cancer risk for future residents at Unit 1.
Table L6-5 estimates this risk at 1.5E-05, driven by arsenic. Howeve_ Figure L4-3
shows that arsenic values for soils in Unit 1 fall xvithinflaerange of ambient

_ AppendiuxniCOtncentrationls. inKadditioan,greeatsallwitThabldeepthFSigUrKVei_i1n b°tLh4-936PhaSsehowasndshowISarseniacnd PhaSt@rseni]CIcopicnVesfigati°nsi'SfonrO_esidenStelecteTdablcelaildreans aK1-4C6OPfoCinfor
, Unit 1. Please explain this discrepancy or correct any errors.

Cancer risk and non-cancer hazard for fnture indu_rial workers at Unit 1 are <lE-07 and
<0.10,.respectively, while excess cancer risks for Unit 4 and the catch basin fall in the
range of 2E-06 to 6E-06, drivenby bis(2-ethylhexy_phthalate (Tables L6-4, L6-5).
Non-cancer hazard is not Ngnificant for ekher receptor group at Unit 4 or for industriN
workers at Unk 4. The cumulative HI for future residents at fl_ecatch basin is 1.2, but all
individual toxic endpoints show hazard indices <1.0 (Table L6-6).

t2. Atm_ment NI, Site 21, _e_Ms _/!..magementGroup

This section is missing Figur:s 1-1, 1-2, and 3-1.

o Comments on Draft RI Report for OU-3A
Marine Corps Air Station EI Taro
Page 3

9. Attachment !{, Site 19, Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling Site, Section 1.2.1, page
Kl-2

The text states that Units 1 and 4 were excluded from the IRP based on petroleum
exclusion under CERCLA. Please attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate
that the BCT has agreed to the exclusion. Also, please explain why Unit 4 is included in
Table ES-2.

10. Attachment L, Site 20, Hobby Shop, Section 1.2.1, page Ll-4

Please attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate that theBCT has agreed to
the exclusion of Units 2 and 3.

o

11. AttachmentL,. Site 20, Hobby Shop, Section 6, Human-Health Risk Assessment

We find a discrepancy in estimations of excess cancer risk for future residents at Unit 1.
Table L6-S estimates this risk at 1.SE-OS, driven by arsenic. However, Figure L4-3
shows that arsenic values for soils in Unit 1 fall within the range of ambient
concentrations at all depths in both Phase I and Phase II investigations. Table KI-46 in
Appendix K agrees with Figure L4-3 and shows that arsenic is not selected as a COPC for
Unit 1. In addition, Table KVI-196 shows arsenic as a COPC for resident children for
Unit 1. Please explain this discrepancy or correct any errors.

Cancer risk and non-cancer hazard for future industrial workers at Unit 1 are <lE-07 and
<0. 10,. respectively, while excess cancer risks for Unit 4 and the catch basin fall in the
range of2E-06 to 6E-06, driven by bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (Tables L6-4, L6-5).
Non-cancer hazard is not significant for either receptor group at Unit 4 or for industrial
workers at Unit 4. The cumulative HI for future residents at the catch basin is 1.2, but all
individual toxic endpoints show hazard indices <1.0 (Table L6-6).

o

12. Attachment M, SH,e 21, I'i::~t~rials lV1..mag£mcnt Group

This section is mi3si~1g Figur.::s 1-1, 1-2, and 3-1.

o 

o 

o 
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9. Attachment l{, Site 19, Aircraft Expeditionary Refueling Site, Section 1.2.1, page 
Kl-2 

The text states that Units 1 and 4 were excluded from the IRP based on petroleum 
exclusion under CERCLA. Please attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate 
that the BCT has agreed to the exclusion. Also, please explain why Unit 4 is included in 
Table ES-2. 

10. Attachment L, Site 20, Hobby Shop, Section 1.2.1, page Ll-4 

11. 

Please attach a copy of the decision document to demonstrate that the BCT has agreed to 
the exclusion of Units 2 and 3. 

Attachment L,. Site 20, Hobby Shop, Section 6, Human-Health Risk Assessment 

We find a discrepancy in estimations of excess cancer risk for future residents at Unit 1. 
Table L6-S estimates this risk at 1.SE-OS, driven by arsenic. However, Figure L4-3 
shows that arsenic values for soils in Unit 1 fall within the range of ambient 
concentrations at all depths in both Phase I and Phase II investigations. Table Kl-46 in 
Appendix K agrees with Figure L4-3 and shows that arsenic is not selected as a COPC for 
Unit 1. In addition, Table KVI-196 shows arsenic as a COPC for resident children for 
Unit 1. Please explain this discrepancy or correct any errors. 

Cancer risk and non-cancer hazard for future industrial workers at Unit 1 are <lE-07 and 
<0. 1 0,. respectively, while excess cancer risks for Unit 4 and the catch basin fall in the 
range of2E-06 to 6E-06, driven by bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (Tables L6-4, L6-5). 
Non-cancer hazard is not significant for either receptor group at Unit 4 or for industrial 
workers at Unit 4. The cumulative HI for future residents at the catch basin is 1.2, but all 
individual toxic endpoints show hazard indices <1.0 (Table L6-6). 

12. Attachment M, Sit{; 21, I',.:::i~rials 1'Il.mag£mcnt Group 

This section is mi3si~1g Figur,::s 1-1, 1-2, and 3-1. 
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!3. A_a_hment N, Site 22, Tactical Air Fuel D_pens_g Sys_m, Section 6, Human-
Health Risk A_sment

Arseni_ is selected as a COPC for Unit 1 and Unit_ (Appendix K, Tables K153-55),
although no detected values fell higher than the 95th percentile of ambient values (Table
N4-5). This is apparently an error, !eading to overestimation of excess cancer risk for
both residential and i_du_al uses. Please explain or correct.

Even if _seNc w_e removed as a COPC, excess cancer risks _r Unit 1would still _1 _
• e range of 1E-05 to 2E-05 _r both the N_re resident and _re indu_ri_ work_. If
_seNc is not a COPC _ Unit 2, _en cancer ri_s _e not NgNfi_m. The cumN_Ne HI
is >1.0 only _r _e Nture resident at Unit 2, b_ no single toMc _@oint shows a HI >1.0
_ N&@. Th_e_m, no non-cancer hazards at UNt 2 are not sigNfica_
Cumulative HI via iN_N_ of dust _ Unit 1 is six o_e_ of magNmde g_ _r _e
Nmre resident comp_ed _ _e Nture work_ (Table N6-5). TNs was due to barium
being a COPC in soils _ UNt 1and m_gan_e soils _ UNt 2 _r Nmm _sNems (0-10
fl bg_ but not _r w0_s (0-2 fi bgQ, _vhi_ accounts _r 99+% of the _ffem_e
_les KV-115, KV-117, KVI_33, KVI_44).

o

o

o

Comments on Draft RI Report for QU-3A
Marino Corps Air Station EI Taro
Page 4

13. Attachment N, Site 22, Tactical Air Fuel Dispensi~gSystem, Section 6, Human
Health Risk Assessment

Arseni~ is selected as a COPC for Unit 1 and Unit 2 (Appendix K, Tables K153-55),
although no detected values fell higher than the 95th percentile of ambient values (Table
N4-5). This is apparently an error, l,~ading to overestimation of excess cancer risk for
~)oth residential and industrial uses. Please explain or correct.

Even if arsenic were removed as a COPC, excess cancer risks for Unit 1 would still fall in
the range of IE-05 to 2E-05 for both the future resident and future industrial worker. If
arsenic is not a COPC at Unit 2, then cancer risks are not significant. The cumulative HI
is>1.0 only for the future resident at Unit 2, but no single toxic endpoint shows a HI >1.0
(Table N6-6). Therefore, no non-cancer hazards at Unit 2 are not significant.
Cumulative HI via inhalation of dust at Unit 1 is six orders of magnitude greater for the
future resident compared with the future worker (Table N6-5). This was due to barium
being a COPC in soils in Unit 1 and manganese soils in Unit 2 for future residents (0-10
ft bgs) but not for workers (0-2 ft bgs), which accounts for 99+% of the difference
(Tables KV-115, KV-1l7, KVI-233, KVI-244).

o 

o 

o 

Comment:;; on Draft RI Report for OU-3A 
Marino Corps Air Station EI Taro 
Page 4 

13. Attachment N, Site 22, Tactical Air Fuel Dispensi~g System, Section 6, Human
Heahh Risk Assessment 

Arseni ~ is selected as a COPC for Unit 1 and Unit 2 (Appendix K, Tables Kl53-SS), 
although no detected values fell hi~her than the 9Sth percentile of ambient values (Table 
N4-S). This is apparently an error, l,~ading to overestimation of excess cancer risk for 
~)oth residential and industrial uses. Please explain or correct. 

Even if arsenic were removed as a COPC, excess cancer risks for Unit 1 would still fall in 
the range of IE-OS to 2E-05 for both the future resident and future industrial worker. If 
arsenic is not a COPC at Unit 2, then cancer risks are not significant. The cumulative HI 
is> 1.0 only for the future resident at Unit 2, but no single toxic endpoint shows a HI > 1.0 
(Table N6-6). Therefore, no non-cancer hazards at Unit 2 are not significant. 
Cumulative HI via inhalation of dust at Unit 1 is six orders of magnitude greater for the 
future resident compared with the future worker (Table N6-S). This was due to barium 
being a COPC in soils in Unit 1 and manganese soils in Unit 2 for future residents (0-10 
ft bgs) but not for workers (0-2 ft bgs), which accounts for 99+% of the difference 
(Tables KV-11S, KV-117, KVI-233, KVI-244). 
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- To: M_ Tayseer Mahmoud Da_e: Janua_ 7, 1997
DepaRment of Toxic Substances Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

From: C_O_N_A _ONAL WA_R QUALITY CON_OL BO_ - S._A _N'A _GION
3737 MAIN STREET, SUITE 5001 _VER_DE. CAMFOR_A 92501-3339
T_ne: CALNET 632-4130 Public (909) 782-4130 :

Subject: D_AFT PPLASE __:7RENEDiAL _;VESTZGATION REPORT OU-3A SITES
Y:ARiNECORPS AiR STATION, EL TORO

We have reviewed the su_ect documen_dated November 12,1996 and received
by us on November 20,1996. We find that the repoR meets with our requirements
and we have no significant comments.

(,.d_ If you have any questions, please call me at 909-782-4998.

/ Lawrence Vitale
DoD Section

. .

'')tate of California

Ovlemor.anduill
- To: Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud

Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

Date: January 7, 1997

From:

Subject:

(:J

o

CALITOR.i\'1A REGIONAL 'VATER QUALITY CO;\,TROL B<?ARD - SA..l"ITA A..L"'A REGION
3737 MAIN STREET. SUITE 500, RIVERSIDE. C:\Ur:ORNIA 92501-3339
Telephone: C:\LNET 632-"';'130 Public (909) 782-"';' I30

lJR..:;?T PrL:;SE II R3~BDIAL INVESTIG;'_TION REPORT OU-3A SITES

~_:;RINE CORPS AIR STATION, EL TaRO

We have reviewed the subject document dated November 12,1996 and received
by us on November 20,1996. We find that the report meets with our requirements
and we have no significant comments.

If you have any questions, please call me at 909-782-4998.

// / / I.. ~ __ I
1-.:;/, ' . ..L..o 1 , A"''';' .t ~o~

/\/ {.G-"/'-'" - '-/\.-/~ ~~ '--. . .
;/ Lawrence Vitale

DoD Section
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'')tate of California 

Ovlemor.anduill 
- To: 

From: 

Subject: 

(:J 

o 

Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
245 West Broadway, Suite 350 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444 

Date: January 7, 1997 

CALITORi\'1A REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CO;\'TROL B<;>ARD - SA1"ITA AJ'iA REGION 
3737 :v1AIN STREET. SUITE 500, RIVERSIDE. CAUr:ORNIA 92501-3339 
Telephone: CAL:--JET 632--1-130 Public (909) 782--1-130 

lJR.:;?T PrL:;SE II R3HEDL:;L !NVESTIG'?'.TION REPORT OU-3A SITES 

~_:;RINE CORPS AIR STATION, EL TORO 

We have reviewed the subject document dated November 12,1996 and received 
by us on November 20,1996. We find that the report meets with our requirements 
and we have no significant comments. 

If you have any questions, please cail me at 909-782-4998. 

// / / I .. ~ __ I 
l~;/. ' . ..L..o 1 • A "' ..; t ~o~ 

/\/ {.G-"/"-'" - '-./\./~ ~ ~ '--. . . 
;/ Lawrence Vitale 

DoD Section 


